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A SHORTENED STATUTORY PERIOD FOR REPLY IS SET TO EXPIRE 3 MONTH(S) OR THIRTY (30) DAYS, 
WHICHEVER IS LONGER, FROM THE MAILING DATE OF THIS COMMUNICATION. 

- Extensions of time may be available under the provisions of 37 CFR 1 .136(a). In no event, however, may a reply be timely filed 
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2a)l3 This action is FINAL. 2b)D This action is non-final. 
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closed in accordance with the practice under Ex parte Quayle, 1935 CD. 11, 453 O.G. 213. 

Disposition of Claims 
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6) |3 Claim(s) 1-29 is/are rejected. 
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Application Papers 
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DETAILED ACTION 

1. This action is responsive to communications: The Amendment filed 06/17/05 to the 
original Application filed on 04/1 1/01 . 

2. The rejection of claims 1-17 as being provisionally rejected under the judicially created 
doctrine of obviousness-type double patenting as being unpatentable over claims 1-17 of 
copending Application No. 09/829952 has been withdrawn as necessitated by the abandonment of 
copending Application 09/829952. 

3. Claims 1-11, 17-20, and 23-29 remain rejected under 35 U.S.C. 102(e) as being 
anticipated by Brown et al (US: 6,336,1 16 01/01/02). 

4. Claims 12-16 and 21-22 remain rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable 
over Brown et al (US: 6,336,1 16 01/01/02). 

5. Claims 1-29 are pending in the case. Claims 1,18, 23, and 29 are independent claims. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 102 

6. The following is a quotation of the appropriate paragraphs of 35 U.S.C. 102 that form the 
basis for the rejections under this section made in this Office action: 

A person shall be entitled to a patent unless - 

(e) the invention was described in (1) an application for patent, published under section 122(b), by another filed 
in the United States before the invention by the applicant for patent or (2) a patent granted on an application for 
patent by another filed in the United States before the invention by the applicant for patent, except that an 
international application filed under the treaty defined in section 35 1(a) shall have the effects for purposes of this 
subsection of an application filed in the United States only if the international application designated the United 
States and was published under Article 21(2) of such treaty in the English language. 
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7. Claims 1-11, 17-20, and 23-29 are rejected under 35 US.C. 102(e) as being anticipated 
by Brown et al (US: 6,336,1 16 01/01/02). 

-In regard to independent claims 1 and 18, Brown teaches a hosted application service 
comprising: 

providing an instruction (code)(columns 2 & 10, lines 25-28 & 10-32) to be embedded in a 
customer document (Fig. 8: 61) wherein said instruction retrieves hosted service information 
from an application service provider system (column 2, lines 29-42) (Fig. 9) and seamlessly 
integrates said information into said customer document at a user location (Fig. 8: 61 & 12A-C). 

-In regard to dependent claim 2, Brown teaches wherein said document does not reside 
on said application server (column 2, lines 9-15). 

-In regard to dependent claim 3, Brown teaches wherein said application service provider 
includes a server (column 14-18)(Fig. 9: 66 & 4), HTML web page document (columns 8 & 10, 
lines 3-5 & 10-32), and a user web browser (column 8, lines 3-8). 

-In regard to dependent claim 4, Brown teaches wherein said instruction retrieves hosted 
application service information by initiating a service resource request (search query) from said 
provider server (column 2, lines 29-42). 



Application/Control Number: 09/829,95 1 Page 4 

Art Unit: 2178 

-In regard to dependent claim 5, Brown teaches wherein said instruction further directs 
dynamic information (search query & provider identifier information)(column 2, lines 30-36) to 
be passed to said application service provider server during said resource request (column 2, 
lines 30-36). 

-In regard to dependent claim 6, Brown teaches wherein said dynamic information was 
passed to said application service provider using a query string (column 2, lines 32-36). 

-In regard to dependent claim 7, Brown teaches wherein said dynamic information was 
passed to said application service provider using a cookie (equivalent to passing the provider 
identifier and user query to the application service provider)(column 2, lines 33-36). 

-In regard to dependent claim 8, Brown teaches wherein said hosted application service 
information (documents and URL's) was determined in response to said dynamic information 
(column 2, lines 36-42). 

-In regard to dependent claim 9, Brown teaches wherein said application service 
information comprises a link (documents or URL's to documents)(column 2, lines 36-42) to a 
document residing on said customer server. 

-In regard to dependent claim 10, Brown teaches wherein said link was coded so as to 
preserve dynamic information by including the provider identifier (column 2, lines 34-40). 
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-In regard to dependent claim 11, Brown teaches wherein said link was coded so as to 
preserve information using session variables by including the session variable provider identifier 
(column 2, lines 34-40). 

-In regard to dependent claim 17, Brown teaches wherein said hosted application service 
information comprises a second instruction that retrieves new hosted service information (a 
second hosted search) from an application service providers server and integrates said new 
information into said customer document (Fig. 12A: 89) at said user location (columns 9 & 10, 
lines 67 & 1-2). 

In regard to dependent claim 19, Brown teaches wherein said document is an HTML web 
page (columns 8 & 10, lines 3-5 & 10-32) that does not reside on the application service provider 
server (column 2, lines 10-12) and said user location comprises a browser (column 8, lines 3-8). 

In regard to dependent claim 20, Brown teaches wherein said instruction directs dynamic 
information (user query and provider identifier) to be passed to said application service provider 
during said resource request (column 2, lines 32-39) and said hosted application service 
information was determined in response to said dynamic information (column 2, lines 39-43). 

-In regard to independent claim 23, Brown teaches a business method providing: 
providing an administrative interface via a computer network (Fig. 6A-1-2 & Fig. 6B-1-2); 
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providing, via said administrative interface, an instruction (code) to be embedded 
in a customer document (column 2, lines 25-28), and 

providing a hosted service (site-specific searching) in response to said instruction (column 2, 
lines 10-15). 

-In regard to dependent claim 24, Brown teaches wherein said instruction (code)(column 
2, lines 25-28) retrieves hosted service information (search capabilities) from an application 
service provider server (host computer system)(Fig. 9: 66) and integrates said information into 
said customer document at the user location (Fig. 8: 61). 

-In regard to dependent claim 25, Brown teaches the interface (Fig. 6A-1 & 6A-2) 
comprises tools adapted to customize the appearance of said information within said customer 
document by limiting the scope of the search and indexing of the registered documents (Fig. 6B- 
1 & 6B-2) as well as providing the instruction to be embedded at any user location in the 
customer document (columns 2 & 10, lines 25-28 & 132)(Fig. 7 & 8: 61). 

-In regard to dependent claim 26, Brown teaches wherein said interface comprises a , 
customer account enrollment form (column 6, lines 14-21)(Fig. 6A-1 & 6A-2). 

-In regard to dependent claim 27, Brown teaches wherein said hosted application service 
comprises a hosted site search engine (column 2, lines 10-15)(Fig. 8: 61). 
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-In regard to dependent claim 28, Brown teaches wherein said business method further 
comprises the step of providing a robot to index a customer web site (columns 2 and 6, lines 21- 
24 & 55-58)(Fig. 3: 35). 

-In regard to independent claim 29, Brown teaches a business method comprising: 
providing, upon request of a user for a web page (column 8, lines 3-8), hosted application service 
information from a remote location (column 2, lines 10-15), said information being integrated 
into a customer document at a user location (column 2, lines 25-28) such that it appears to the 
user that the information came from a network document of said customer (column 2, 29- 
42)(Fig. 8: 61 & 12A-C). 



Claim Rejections - 35 USC §103 

8. The following is a quotation of 35 U.S. C. 103(a) which forms the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set forth in 
section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and the prior art are 
such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the invention was made to a person 
having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. Patentability shall not be negatived by the 
manner in which the invention was made. 

9. Claims 12-16 and 21-22 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
Brown et al (US: 6,336,1 16 01/01/02). 

-In regard to dependent claims 12 and 21, Brown teaches wherein the provider identifier 
preserved the session information in the form of a web cookie (column 2, lines 33-36) as taught 



above in claims 7 and 1 1 . Web cookies are well known in the art to provide data persistent 
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session variables such as a user profile or preferences between a user's browser and a web 
server. Brown does not teach wherein said link was coded to preserve information using the data 
persistence technique of URL munging. It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in 
the art at the time of the invention for Brown to have used URL munging to preserve session 
information, because URL/URI munging, the well known process of storing session identifiers 
and user variables as part of a web site's URL, would have reduced the notoriously well known 
privacy and security concerns regarding the cookie data in Brown. Said concerns, which could 
result in some web site users disabling cookies on their browsers and disabling the search 
capabilities in the process, would thus be averted. 

-In regard to dependent claim 13, Brown teaches where said instruction was an HTML 
tag (column 10, lines 10-32). 

-In regard to dependent claim 14, Brown teaches wherein the service resource was code 
(column 10, lines 10-32). Brown does not teach wherein said service resource was a JavaScript 
file. It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of the invention for 
the service resource of Brown to have been a JavaScript file, because it was notoriously well 
known in the art that JavaScript was a quicker and simpler language for enhancing Web pages 
and servers, wherein JavaScript is embedded as a small program (code) in a web page that was 
interpreted and executed by the Web client to provide increased functionality, which in the case 
of Brown was the hosted site search engine. 
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-In regard to dependent claims 1 5 and 16, Brown teaches wherein said link was a text 
input (Fig. 8: 61) HTML form (column 10, lines 10-32) for a search engine (column 8, lines 9- 
ll)(Fig. 8: 61). 

-In regard to dependent claim 22, Brown teaches wherein said HTML page (columns 8 & 
10, lines 3-5 & 10-32) comprises a link to a document residing on a customer server (column 2, 
lines 36-42) and said link is coded to preserve dynamic information using the provider identifier 
as a cookie. Web cookies are well known in the art to provide data persistent session variables 
such as a user profile or preferences between a user's browser and a web server. As discussed 
above in claim 12, Brown does not teach wherein said link was coded to preserve information 
using the data persistence technique of URL munging. It would have been obvious to one of 
ordinary skill in the art at the time of the invention for Brown to have used URL munging to 
preserve session information, because URL/URI munging, the well known process of storing 
session identifiers and user variables as part of a web site's URL, would have reduced the 
notoriously well known privacy and security concerns regarding the cookie data in Brown. Said 
concerns, which could result in some web site users disabling cookies on their browsers and 
disabling the search capabilities in the process, would thus be averted. 



Application/Control Number: 09/829,95 1 Page 1 0 

Art Unit: 2178 

Response to Arguments 
10. Applicant's arguments filed 06/17/05 have been fully considered but they are not 
persuasive. 

-In regard to the rejection of the claims, Applicant argues that the Brown reference does 
not teach or suggest an "integration of the customer document and the hosted service information 
into a single seamless document." The Examiner respectfully disagrees with the Applicant and 
believes the Brown reference does indeed teach said limitations. While the Examiner 
appreciates some of the differences between the "Off Site Method" and the "Remote URL 
Munging" detailed in the Applicant's specification, as well as the reference example web pages 
provided in the Applicant's response, the Examiner believes those differences are not brought 
forth in the claim language. As claimed, the Examiner feels the Brown reference clearly meet 
the independent claim limitations in that the Brown reference teach returning said customer 
document (i.e. a customer document containing an imbedded instruction (column 8, lines 48-53; 
column 9, lines 62-67; column 10, lines 1-2) for retrieving hosted service information) with 
seamlessly integrated information (column 9, lines 60-64: "document titles", "corresponding 
URLs", and "excerpts") at a user browser device (Fig. 12). The Examiner notes that an 
appropriate correlation could also be made between a returned results page customer document 
(Fig. 12) and a subsequent new search of the web site which would return an integrated customer 
document to the user based on the new query. 
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Conclusion 

1 1 . THIS ACTION IS MADE FINAL. Applicant is reminded of the extension of time 
policy as set forth in 37 CFR 1. 136(a). 

A shortened statutory period for reply to this final action is set to expire THREE 
MONTHS from the mailing date of this action. In the event a first reply is filed within TWO 
MONTHS of the mailing date of this final action and the advisory action is not mailed until after 
the end of the THREE-MONTH shortened statutory period, then the shortened statutory period 
will expire on the date the advisory action is mailed, and any extension fee pursuant to 37 
CFR 1 .136(a) will be calculated from the mailing date of the advisory action. In no event, 
however, will the statutory period for reply expire later than SIX MONTHS from the mailing 
date of this final action. 

12. The prior art made of record and not relied upon is considered pertinent to applicant's 
disclosure. 

US-6,823,491 1 1-2004 McBrearty et al. 

13. Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to Adam L. Basehoar whose telephone number is (571)-272-4121. 
The examiner can normally be reached on M-F: 7:00am - 4:00pm. 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, Steve Hong can be reached on (571) 272-4124. The fax phone number for the 
organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 571-273-8300. 
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Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the Patent 
Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for published applications 
may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. Status information for unpublished 
applications is available through Private PAIR only. For more information about the PAIR 
system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should you have questions on access to the Private PAIR 
system, contact the Electronic Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). 
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